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Remarks 

In the present tespon^e, claims 8» 13-17, 1^20, 35, and 37-42 are canceled. 
Claims 1-7, 9-12, 18, 21-34> and 36 are presented for examination, 

I. Claim Objections 

Claim 5 is objected to as being an improper claim fbr failing to further limit the 
claim from which it depends. Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Applicants argue that the Examiner did not correctly recite the limitations of 
claim 5. Claim 5 recites "wherein the second region cross-sectional area is substantially 
similar to the second cross-secdonal area" (emphasis added). Notice that the term 
^'second region cross-sectional area** is different than the term ^'second cross-sectional 
area." 

Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to i^vithdraw this rejection. 

U. Claim Rejecdons: 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as bdng anticipated by USPN 
6,349,054 (Hidaka). This rejection is tniversed* 

A proper rejection of a claim under 35 U,S.C §102 require that a single prjor art 
reference disclose eadbi element of the claim. See MPEP § 2131, also, W.L. Gore & 
Assoc, Inc. V. GarJock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220U.S J.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 
Since Hidaka neither teaches nor suggests each dement in claims 1-3, these claims are 
allowable over Hidaka, 

Independent claim 1 recites numerous limitations thet are not taught or suggested 
in Hidaka, For example, daim 1 recites 'Hvherein the first and second lines at^ T- 
shaped/' No^ere does Hidaka teach or suggest a magnet memory having first and 
second lines that are T-ahaped. 

For at least these reasons, claim I is allowable over Hidaka. The dependent claims 
are allowable for at least the reasons given in connectioa with claim 1. 
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in* Claim Rejecdons: 35 use § 102 

Claims 9-12^ 18-19, 25-33, and 35-36 eie rejected mder 35 USC § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by USFN 6,2 1 1 1090 (Durlam). This rejection is traversed. 

A proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102 requires tiiat a dingle prior art 
re&rraice disclose each element of the claim. See MPEP § 2131, also, WiL. Gore & 
Assoc.. Inc. V. Garhck Inc., 721 F^d 1540, 220y.SJ.Q. 303, 313 (Fed, Cir, 1983). 
Since Durlam neitiier teaches nor suggests each elem^ in claims 9-12, 18-19, 25-33» 
and 3 5-36» these daims are allowable over Durlam. 

Independent claim 9 recites nmnerous recitations that are not tau^t or suggested 
in Durlanu For e?uanple» daim 9 recites a magnetic memory having first and second 
memory lines. Hie first line has a first region with a first width end aseoond region with 
a second width. The second line has a thud region sized with the first widtti and a fourth 
region sized with the second widOi. 

In contrast to daim 9, FIG. 9 of Durlam teaches a first line 46 and a second line 
27. The second line^ however^ does not have a third region sized with the first width and 
a fourth regian sized with the second width. 

For at. least these reasons^ claim 9 is allowable ovcsr Durlam. The dependent 
claima are allowable for at least the reasons given ia connection with daim 9. 

Chfania 

Independent claim 18 recites numerous redtations that are not taught or suggested 
in Ehulam. For example, daim IS redtes a magnetic memory cell having ftrat and second 
lines. The first line has a first width and a second width, the first width bdng greater than 
the second widfii. The second line has a third widm and a fourOi width, the tiiiid width 
being greater than the fourth width. 

In contrast to daim 18, FIG. 9 of Durlam teaches a first line 46 and asecond line 
27* The seoond line, howevn-, does not have a third width and a fourth width, flie thb-d 
width being greater tlian the fonrOi width. 
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For at least diese rcason9, claim 1 8 is allowable over Durlam, The dependent 
oUums are allowable for at least thereosozia given in connection with claim 18. 

Ihdqpendent claim 29 recites nimierous recitations that are not taugjit or suggested 
in DurlancL For example, claim 29 recites a magnetic memory device having first and 
second lines. The first and second lines have a T-shapcid face. 

In contrast to claim 29, FIG. 9 of Durlam teaches a first line 46 and a second line 
27. Both the first and second lines, however, do not have a T-shaped face. 

For at least these reasons, claim 29 is allowable over Durlam. The d^cndent 
claims are allowaible for at least the reasons given in comiection with claim 29. 

IV. Claim ReJecHoas: 35 USC § 103 

Claims 4-8, 20-24, 34, and 37 are rejected imder under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Duriam. Applicants respectfully tiavme. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in tile references themselves <»* 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
re&rence or to combine reference teachings. Second, thtte must be a reasonable 
eicpectation of success. Finally, tiie prior art cited must teach or sugg^ all the claim 
limitations. 5eeM.P.E.Pv § 2143. Applicants assert that the refection does not satisfy 
tbese criteria. 

As discussed above in Section m, Duilam does not teach or suggest all the 
limitations of independent claims 9» 18, and 29. Thus, for at least the reasons given in 
connection with independent claim 9, 18, and 29, the dependent claims 4-8, 20-24, 34, 
and 37 are also allowable ov^ Zhnlam. Withdraw of this rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

The Ofi&ce Action admits that Durlam does not disclose all the recitations of the 
dependent claims (''Durlam discloses all the inventions except for the duplication of the 
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^secitial worldng parts of the device Applicants agree with this adinission. The 
Office Action, however^ attempts to cure these deficiencies by stating *these features are 
considered routine skill for one of ordinary skill in the art'' Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

. First, the Examiner must provide objective evidmce^ rather than subjective belief 
and unknown authority, of the requisite motivation or suggestion to combine or modify 
the cited lefcrences. In re Lee, 61 U.S J,Q.2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002). Moreover, a 
statement that the proposed modification would have been 'Veil within ttie ordinary sldU 
of the art" based on individual knowledge of the claimed elements cannot be lelied upon 
to establish B.pHnta/acie case of obviousness without some objective reason to combine 
flie teachings of the references. Ex parte Levengood^ 28 U.SJ.Q,2d 1300 (Bd. Pat App, 
& Inter, 1993); InreKotzab, 217 F3d 1365. 1371, 55 U,SP.Q.2d. 1313, 1318 (Fed. Cir. 
2000)MWi>e Corp, v.. VSlInt'ilnc., 174 F.3d 1308, 50 U.S.P.Q.2d, 1161 (Fed. Or. 
1999). No su€^ objective evidence is being provided. Instead, the Office Action maked an 
unsupported conclusion that Ae claimed features are routine skill for one of ordinary skill 
in the art Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to dte a location in Durlam for 
supporting this argument. 

Second, Applicants argue that the Office Action is using hindsiglht construction to 
reject the daims. When prior art refisrencea require a selected combination to render 
obvioiis a subsequent invention, there must be some reason for the combination oflier 
than the hindsi^t gained fiom the invention itself, i.e., someOiing in the prior art as a 
whole must suggest the desirability, and tfius the obviousness^^ of making the 
combination. Vniroyallnc. v, Rudkin-miey Cotp.^ 837 R2d 1044, 5 U.S J.Q.2d 1434 
(Fed. Cir. 1988). Durlam does not teach or suggest a reason or motivation for altering its 
embodiments. In other words, nothing in Durlam itsdf suggests the desirability of 
altering its invention to arrive at elonents of Aj^icants^ claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

Ih view of above. Applicants believe all paidtog claims arc in condition for 
allowance. Allowance of these claims is respectfully requested. 

Any inquiry regarding this Amendment and Response should be directed to Philip 
S. Lyren at Telephone No. (281) 514-8236, Facsimile No, (281) 514-8332. In addition, 
all correspondence should oontmue to be directed to the foUowiog address: 

Hewletfr-Paekard Conqtuny 

Intellectual Property Admimstration 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Colorado 80527-2400 




Fh: 281-514-8236 



, . ^ CERTIPICATE UNDER 37 ^ R 1 « 

Ttio imderogacd hcteby iwtines that this paper or papow, ^ described h&rm, i» being tranamittBd to the Vmted States 
Patoit and Trademark Office fkcsunilenumbor 571«273-g3i)e<onthiB fp dg^ofOfltoba-^ 2005. 



Name; Cairie MoKieiity 
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